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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

2. Claims 1-6, 8-10, 12 and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 
anticipated by Yokota et al [US. 6,560,520]. 

In claim 1, Yokota et al disclose an adaptive collision load path modification 
system for vehicle comprising: a plurality of object detection sensors (10R/L, fig. 3); at 
least one structural stiffness-adjusting device (airbag 20R/L); and a controller (ECU 11) 
for activating the stiffness-adjusting device in response to object detection signals (col. 
7, lines 38 - col. 8, lines 54). 

In claim 2, Yokota et al disclose the object detection signals comprise collision 
detection information (abstract). 

In claims 3 and 4, Yokota et al disclose an impact (contact) sensor such as an 
accelerometer (col. 1 1 , lines 45-46). 

In claim 5, Yokota et al disclose a variety of object sensors including radar, 
lasers, etc. (col. 7, lines 45-53). 

In claim 6, Yokota et al disclose the stiffness-adjusting device comprises an air 
bag (20, figs. 1-3). 
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In claim 8, Yokota et al disclose the controller activated the stiffness-adjusting 
device in response to a collision object parameter selected from speed, weight, location, 
size (weight sensor, seat sliding sensor, occupant position sensor; col. 11, line 51 -col. 
12, line 2). 

In claims 9-10, Yokota et al disclose the at least one stiffness-adjusting device is 
coupled within a frame rail at the front or the sides within the vehicle compartment (20, 
30; fig. 5a-c, 6a-c, 7a-c; col. 9, line 31 - col. 11, line 50). 

In claim 12, Yokota et al disclose the vehicle comprising within each side frame 
(left and right) a stiffness-adjusting device (air bags 20 L, 20R; fig. 3). 

In claims 17, 19 and 20, Yokota et al disclose a method for modifying collision 
load of a vehicle, comprising detecting and classifying at least one object (adult or child; 
col. 11, lines 51-65), determining velocity (claim 2) and collision type (head-on collision; 
claim 4), judging collision threat based on velocity and collision type, activating at least 
one stiffness adjusting device in response to the collision threat (claim 2). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yokota et 
al in view of Brown et al [US. 6,036,226]. 
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In claim 7, Yokota et fail to disclose the magneto-rheological material; Brown et 
al teach a stiffness-adjusting device comprising an outer body filled with magneto- 
rheological material for inflating the device in response to an accident involving the 
vehicle (abstract; col. 4, lines 38-47). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to use magneto-rheological 
material to inflate the stiffness-adjusting device as designer choice based on 
preference, cost or convenient of supply. 

5. Claims 11,13 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yokota et al in view of Wong [US. 3,871 ,471 ]. 

In claim 1 1 , Yokota et al fail to disclose a tire deflation apparatus; Wong teaches 
a tire deflation apparatus as an auxiliary device for decelerating the vehicle in addition 
to the braking system when the vehicle is in imminent danger or collision (abstract; col. 
1 , lines 33-40). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to add a tire deflation apparatus as taught by Wong to 
Yokota et al system to provide additional safety for the vehicle operator in the case of 
imminent danger or collision, and it would have been obvious in an electronic age, the 
tire deflation apparatus is preferred to be controlled electronically as other components 
in the system (airbag inflation, steering column shortening; fig. 7c; col. 10, lines 46-67). 

In claim 13, Yokota et al (abstract) and Wong (col. 1, lines 33-40) combined 
disclose an adaptive collision load modification system comprising object detection 
sensors, stiffness-adjusting devices for absorbing collision energy including airbags, 
steering column shortening and tires, a controller to control the partial inflation or 
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deflation at least one stiffness-adjusting device (including tire) in response to a danger 
of collision detected. 

In claim 18, Yokota et al and Wong (col. 1, lines 33-40) combined disclose a 
method of partially deflate a vehicle tire in response to the threat of collision. 
6. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yokota et al and Wong in view of Kolassa et al [US. 6,290,019]. 

In claim 15, Yokota et al and Wong combined fail to disclose the tire deflation 
apparatus is selected from a pyrotechnic element. Kolassa et al teach a pyrotechnic 
element is used to deflate a tire is case of accident threat by vehicle roll over (col. 2, 
lines 55-62). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made, the selection of element used to deflate a tire is purely 
based on designer choice. 

In claim 16, Yokota et al disclose the control of inflating or deflating the left or 
the right stiffness-adjusting device in response to object detection signals, Wong teach 
the stiffness-adjusting device can the vehicle tires, Kolassa et al teach a plurality of tire 
deflators associated each with a respective one of the vehicle tires, and a controller 
activating at least one of the tire deflator based on information from a sensor. It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was 
made to implement the teaching of Kolassa et al to Yokota et al and Wong combined 
system to adjust the pressure of each tire responsive to the object detection signals for 
decelerating the vehicle in supplement to the braking system and also to avoid vehicle 
roll over therefore increasing the safety for the vehicle operator. 
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Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Wheatley et al disclose a vehicle with wheel toe device. [US. 5,482,322] 

Sodova et al disclose a tire deflation device. [US. 6,854,553] 

Kruse et al disclose a vehicle impact sensor arrangement for detecting a side 

impact. [US. 5,623,246] 

Okada discloses a collision sensing system for vehicles. [US. 4,399,887] 
Meduvsky et al disclose a variable output inflator (magneto-rheological fluid). 

[US. 6,789,820] 

Miller et al disclose a wireless communication between countermeasure 
devices. [US. 6,480,144] 

Stopczynski disclose passive countermeasure methods. [US. 6,519,519] 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anne V. Lai whose telephone number is 571-272-2974. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 am to 5:30 pm, Monday to Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hofsass Jeffery can be reached on 571-272-2981. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

* 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



A. V. Lai 
May 5, 2005 
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SUPERtfSOff/ PATENT EXAMINER 
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